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Stream Surveys
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Abandoned Road Surveys
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GIS Integration

T e —
PWA Surveys
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Aerial Photo Interpretation
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Long-term Geomorphic Trends In
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The stable form of Lower Lightning Creek
tends more toward a braided than a
meandering channel based on historic
aerial photo interpretation and the
current slope-discharge relationship.
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Lower nghtnlng Creek

Figure 2-24. Slope-discharge chart distinguishing
braided from non-braided channels
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Recent Geomorphic Trends in Lower
Lightning Creek (USGS Cableway XS)

Bed elevation relative to gage height at time of discharge measurement {ft)

Distance from left bank end of cableway (fi)

- f‘]‘;{ln’.l':' 8-'5
The dynamic nature of the channel should Lightning Creek Watershed Assessmert

be incorporated Int(_) the Iong_term Lower Lightning Creck Cross Section at USGS Cableway, 1989-2003
management of sediment, floods, and
fish passage through the lower reach.

PWA Ref # 1621 I PWA
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Watershed
Perspective to
Restoration

e Approach with a long-term
perspective.

Protect upper portions of f
subwatersheds not impacted || e

by logging and above the i
ROS zone. -3

Focus Initial restoration e
efforts on problems
Impacting slope and channel
stability in the source and
transport (upper and

middle) reaches.

"
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Azeign Higher Priority to Upper Watershed Sites
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Comparison of Relative Risk, Repair Effort,
and Success Potential of Proposed Projects
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Monitoring Opportunities

Include reference, treatment, and control reaches

- Potential pairs: Savage and Morris, Mud/Mink and
Trapper/Silvertip/Section 18, East Fork Lightning and Trestle or
West Fork Blue.

Consider a study design, such as the staircase method,
which capitalizes on a sequenced approach to
Implementing restoration actions.

Incorporate both physical and biological parameters.

Emphasize parameters demonstrated to have less
variability.

NPS Water Quality Monitoring Results Workshop




Acknowledgements

Avista Corporation

LCTC members

Joe DosSantos (Avista Corporation)
Chris Downs (IDFG)

Shantel Aparicio (DEQ)

Juliet Barenti (USFWS)

Scott Marshall (IDL)

Chris Savage (USFS)

Dave Stasney (DEQ)

Sandy Ball, John Gralow,

and Steve Lipscomb (USGS)

Renai Brogdon (IDFG)

Ray and Ralph Capaul (sportsmen)

John Coyle (COE)

Jason Dunham and Bruce Rieman (USFS RMRS)
Kevin Davis and Deb Scribner (USFS)

Jason Scott and Vince Barthells (JUB)

Scott van Hoff (IDWR)

Adnan Zahoor and Derek McNamara (IDL)

NPS Water Quality Monitoring Results Workshop




NPS Water Quality Monitoring Results Workshop




Bed elevation relative 1o gage hei

100 125

Distancz from left bank end of cableway (ft)

Notes: Assumed constant relationship betsween water surfiice clevations at cableway and gage height figure 8-17
with discharge and through time. Bed clevation calculated as the difference between the depth of Lighming Creek Watershed Assessment
each observation and the recorded gage height for the respective discharge Upper end
ofline segments extending up at the ends of cach section represents gage height, not ground surface Lower Lightning Creek Cross Section at USGS Cableway, 1996-2000
Source: Records from USGS forms 9-275-F provided by USGS offices in Post Falls and Boise, 1D,
for gage #12392155 (Lightning Creek At Clark Fork Id)
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Notes: Assumed constant relationship between water surface elevarions at cableway and gage height figure 8-18
with discharge and through time. Bod clevation calculated as the differcnce between the depth of Lighining Creek Wateished Assessment
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of linc scgments cxtending up at the ends of cach scction represcnts gage height, not ground surface Lower Lightning Creck Cross Section at USGS Cableway, 2000-2003
Souree: Recards from USGS farms 9-275-F provided by USGS offices in Post Falls and Boise, 1D,

for gage #12302155 (Lighming Creck At Clark Fork Id). R ~

2 3 4 5 Kilometers

NPS Water Quality Monitoring Results Workshop




Lessons Learned

Healthy Basins Initiative: Development and implementation of ecosystem based watershed
plans that effectively integrate social, economic, and environmental interests within
watersheds throughout western North America represents one key element of the
recommended initiative.

Symposium goals:
= Highlight the approaches that have been used to develop ecosystem-based watershed plans in
various jurisdictions;
- The LC approach could be applied in other settings, even though USFS was a majority landowner here

Further identify the challenges associated with the development of watershed plans;

- Historic data: physical conditions (aerial photos, fire history, landslide history), land management history
(cut locations, volumes, techniques), biological conditions (fish distribution, etc)

Describing change that has occurred is difficult without historic data

Funding - requires a significant effort (office, field, office) to obtain a quality and useable product (GIS
level analysis is OK (disparate GIS layers) but field time is critical if a real understanding is desired; must
work at multiple spatial scales to describe current conditions and must work at multiple temporal scales if
trying to describe change thru time/departure from natural conditions

Identify the challenges associated with the implementation of such plans; and,
- Changes in agency personnel
- Support from all stakeholders
- Lack of funding
Discuss the strategies that can be used to overcome these barriers and move toward ecosystem-
based watershed management.
Keep the focus at the watershed, not reach, scale
Standardize GIS DB management across agencies
Standardize field protocols
Prioritize funding for planning and implementation
Require and fund monitoring of response to restoration activities
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